
Before t he  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS -- March 22, 1967 
Apr i l  12,  1967 

Appeal No. 9117 Benjamin L i s s  e t  a l ,  appel lant .  

The Zoning Administrator of t he  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appel lee.  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  
t h e  following Order was entered  a t  t he  meeting of t h e  Board on 
Apr i l  18, 1967. 

ORDERED : 

That t he  appeal f o r  variance from the  use provisions of 
t h e  R-5-A D i s t r i c t  t o  permit use of apartment a s  a laundry pick- 
up s t a t i o n  a t  2634 Bowen Road, SE., 8101, l o t  67, square 5869, 
be denied. 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 

[ l ]  The sub jec t  property i s  located  i n  an R-5-A D i s t r i c t .  

[2] The a t to rney  represent ing  t he  appe l l an t  requested 
t h a t  t he  case  be postponed from the  March publ ic  hearing when 
o r i g i n a l l y  scheduled and t h e  Board rescheduled t h e  case  f o r  t h e  
Apr i l  12, 1967 publ ic  hearing. 

[3] The property i s  improved with a f o r t y  u n i t  apartment 
bui lding.  

[4] The p a r t i c u l a r  apartment which i s  t he  sub jec t  of t h e  
appeal i s  an apartment on t h e  ground f l o o r  of t he  bui lding.  

[5] It i s  proposed t o  l oca t e  a laundry pick-up s t a t i o n  
i n  t he  apartment. The u n i t  w i l l  be sea led  so t h a t  t h e r e  i s  
only an i n t e r i o r  entrance t o  t he  u n i t .  

[6] It  i s  maintained t h a t  t he  u n i t  i s  now unrentable be- 
cause of t h e  noise  coming from the  driveways which are i n  close 
proximity t o  t he  un i t .  



[7] There w a s  considerable  opposi t ion t o  t h e  g ran t ing  of 
t h i s  appeal  r e g i s t e r e d  a t  t h e  pub l i c  hearing.  The record  
conta ins  letters and a p e t i t i o n  s igned by 32 r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  
area opposing t h i s  appeal.  

OPINION : 

W e  are of t h e  opinion t h a t  t h i s  appeal must be denied. 

The proposed use i s  a commercial use of r e s i d e n t i a l  property.  
There i s  no hardship i n  t h i s  case.  The proper ty  can be used 
r e s i d e n t i a l l y  although t h e  appe l l an t  asserts t h a t  he has  been 
unable t o  r e n t  it. The regu la t ions  permit  a variance from t h e  use  
when it can be s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h a t  t h e  proper ty  cannot be used 
f o r  i t s  zoned purpose. There has  been no such showing here.  

BY ORDER OF THE D.C. BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT 

ATTESTED : 

Secre tary  of t h e  Board 


